The present study aims to provide an improved representation of the factor structure of the Questionnaire for Eudaimonic Wellbeing (QEWB) through the application of the bifactor-exploratory structural equation modeling (ESEM) framework. Using a convenience sample of 438 Italian students (233 males; 205 females, M age = 18.5) we contrasted the original unidimensional model (Waterman et al., 2010), with Schutte, Wissing, and Khumalo's (2013) 3-and 4-factor models, while contrasting alternative representations of the QEWB (CFA, ESEM, bifactor-CFA and bifactor-ESEM). Our results supported the superiority of a bifactor-ESEM solution including three specific factors (Sense of Purpose, Purposeful Personal Expressiveness, and Effortful Engagement) and a global eudaimonic wellbeing factor. Importantly, the results revealed that the items associated with the Sense of Purpose and Effortful Engagement subscales tapped into relevant specificity over and above participants' global levels of eudaimonic wellbeing. Finally, our results supported the criterion-related validity of the global eudaimonic wellbeing, which was found to correlate with measures of life satisfaction and self-esteem.
Introduction
A holistic definition of subjective wellbeing (SWB) encompasses two main classical conceptions: the hedonic and the eudaimonic perspectives (Ryan & Deci, 2001) . Hedonia refers to the subjective experience of pleasure irrespective of the sources from which pleasure is derived (Kahneman, Diener, & Schwarz, 1999) . Hedonic approaches have generally considered SWB to reflect an internal state encompassing a variety of subjective evaluations about the quality of one's life, broadly defined (Delle Fave, Massimini, & Bassi, 2011) . These approaches have typically emphasized the importance of engaging in pursuits that generate positive emotional experiences and that lead to the satisfaction of one's desires. Studies have typically operationalized hedonia in terms of positive emotions, absence of negative mood and overall satisfaction with life (Diener, 1984) , such as in the Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Pavot & Diener, 1993) designed to measure global judgments of satisfaction with one's life.
Eudaimonia focuses on factors that promote personal growth and the fulfillment of human potential. The eudaimonic perspective views SWB as long-term state of positive psychological functioning, resulting from a state of engagement with the various developmental and existential challenges of life, meaning and self-reflection (Ryan & Deci, 2001; Waterman, 1993) . Researchers have often measured eudaimonia using Ryff's Psychological Wellbeing Scales (PWBS; Ryff, 1989) , which assess eudaimonia in terms of qualities associated with positive psychological functioning such as autonomy, personal growth, self-acceptance, life purpose, mastery, and positive relatedness. Waterman's (1993 Waterman's ( , 2008 studies suggest that despite a high correlation between measures of hedonia and eudaimonia, they present several differences. Eudaimonic activities are associated with opportunities to advance one's personal potential. They are characterized by a balance of challenge and skill, and are associated with having clear goals, with investing a great deal of effort, and with the experience of interest and flow. In contrast, hedonic activities show stronger correlations with feeling relaxed, excited, content, happy and forgetting one's personal problems. While both hedonia and eudaimonia are positive subjective states, Waterman (2008) proposed that eudaimonia is preferable, as it affords opportunities for individuals to develop their potential. In his conceptualization of eudaimonia, Waterman (1993 Waterman ( , 2011 , adopts a philosophical perspective that places self-realization as a core defining element of eudaimonia, and reinforces the distinct nature of eudaimonia from more hedonic representations of SWB (Waterman, 2008; Waterman et al., 2010) . In order to clarify this differentiation, Waterman et al. (2010) proposed a new instrument to measure SWB, directly linked to the eudaimonic tradition, the Questionnaire for Eudaimonic Wellbeing (QEWB).
The Questionnaire for Eudaimonic Wellbeing
The QEWB was developed as an operational definition of eudaimonic wellbeing, placing priority on the creation of items grounded in philosophical understandings of eudaimonic functioning. Therefore, the QEWB included items reflecting qualities of eudaimonic functioning derived from the philosophical literature such as the Aristotelian concepts of eudaimonia, pursuit of excellence, virtue, and selfrealization (Ackrill, 1973; Annas, 2004; McDowell, 1980) , the "true self" concept of Norton (1976) and items taping subjective experiences of eudaimonia (e.g., feelings that activities engaged in are personally expressive). As it was done in earlier research on eudaimonia, the items on the QEWB refer to a general level of eudaimonic functioning and not to experiences associated with specific activities (Waterman, 2008; Waterman et al., 2003) .
The initial item pool for the QEWB included 25 items designed to assess six inter-related categories with strong philosophical-psychological linkages: self-discovery, perceived development of one's best potentials, a sense of purpose and meaning in, investment of significant effort in pursuit of excellence; intense involvement in activities, and enjoyment of activities as personally. As a result of a pilot study (Waterman et al., 2010) , items that reduced the value of Cronbach's alpha were eliminated and replaced by items created based on participants' feedback. The final version of the instrument includes 21 items reflecting a single common construct of eudaimonic wellbeing. Waterman et al. (2010) relied on multi-ethnic samples (N 1 = 1728, N 2 = 5606) of college and university students (age: M 1 = 20.04, M 2 = 20.38) to test the psychometric properties of the QEWB. Their results supported the presence of a single underlying dimension of eudaimonic wellbeing in both samples, with satisfactory estimates of scale score reliability (α = 0.86 and 0.85). Convergent, discriminant, construct, and incremental validity were also supported. However, Waterman et al. (2010) analyses relied on the estimation of measurement models from item parcels (five parcels were created by summing responses to adjacent items). Importantly, item parcels often have the effect of hiding scale multidimensionality and are thus not recommended for initial psychometric validation studies (Marsh, Lüdtke, Nagengast, Morin, & Von Davier, 2013) .
A further study of the QEWB was conducted by Schutte, Wissing, and Khumalo (2013) among a multicultural sample of South African students (n = 325; M age = 21.03; SD = 4.09). These authors with an item-level exploratory factor analysis revealed a multidimensional factor structure. In particular a 3-(Sense of Purpose, Purposeful Personal Expressiveness, Effortful Engagement), and 4-factor (Sense of Purpose, Engagement in Rewarding Activities, Living from Beliefs, Effortful Engagement) solutions were reported by the authors. The 3-factor solution explained 41.99% of the variance (α = 0.61 to 0.77), while the 4-factor solution explained 47.60% of the variance (α = 0.51 to 0.77). Some items displayed substantial cross-loadings (λ N0.30) on more than one factor, while other showed low corrected item-total correlations.
Limitations of previous studies on the QEWB and possible solutions
The aim of Waterman et al.'s (2010) study was to develop a new instrument that accurately reflected the philosophical representation of eudaimonia in order to add to our understanding of SWB beyond what can be explained by wellbeing dimensions already widely studied. Therefore, in developing the QEWB, the authors selected items reflecting six inter-related components of eudaimonic wellbeing. Unfortunately, Waterman et al. (2010) did not provide the original distribution of items into these six a priori dimensions (they only provided a single sample item for each dimension), which could be explained by their assumption that the measure would prove to be unidimensional. However, despite initial evidence supporting this assumption based on a parceling strategy, additional results relying on a more adequate item-level analysis (Schutte et al., 2013) demonstrated the multidimensionality of the instrument. This discrepancy is not surprising. Indeed, as demonstrated by Marsh et al. (2013) , the a priori use of item parcels is never justified without clear a priori support for the unidimensionality of the data (i.e., there are no cross-loadings, no correlated uniquenesses, no secondary factors, and no other sources of misspecification). Marsh et al. (2013) demonstrated that even minor violations of these conditions could lead to substantially biased results regarding the underlying structure of a measurement scale.
The highly contrasting results obtained by Waterman et al. (2010) and Schutte et al. (2013) suggest the need to further explore the underlying structure of the QEWB, and this is precisely the aim of the present study. As noted by Morin, Arens and Marsh (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; Morin, Arens, Tran, & Caci, 2016) , measurement models often fail to account for two possible sources of construct-relevant psychometric multidimensionality that often tend to be present at the item level. Construct-relevant psychometric multidimensionality refers to the fact that "the items forming an instrument might be associated with more than one source of true score variance" (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016, p. 117) . First, when conceptually-related constructs are assessed, items might be expected to present some degree of valid association with more than one construct, which is typically expressed through cross-loadings. Interestingly, Schutte et al. (2013) results revealed that multiple cross-loadings were present in responses to the QEWB. Second, whenever an instrument is explicitly designed to assess a single overarching construct from items that also tap into a variety of dimensions, it is important to take into account the fact that items are likely to reflect these two sources of true-score variance (i.e., global eudaimonic wellbeing, together with the more specific components that form this global construct). Once again, Schutte et al. (2013) results, characterized by multiple large cross-loadings and by discrepant conclusions regarding the presence of a single overarching dimension depending on the analytical method that was used, suggest that this might be the case.
To account for both sources of construct-relevant psychometric multidimensionality Morin, Arens et al. (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; Morin, Arens, & Tran et al., 2016) proposed to rely on the overarching bifactor-exploratory structural equation modeling framework (see Appendix A). Applications of this approach for wellbeing at work (Morin, Boudrias, Marsh, Madore & Desrumaux, 2016; Morin, Boudrias, Marsh, McInerney, & Dagenais-Desmarais et al., 2016) supported the idea that a global overarching wellbeing construct co-exists with more specific components of wellbeing. In the present study, we extend these results by focusing on general wellbeing among a sample of students.
The present study
The aim of this study is to provide a further investigation of the QEWB while relying on the bifactor-ESEM framework in order to compare the relative adequacy of the a priori one-factor solution proposed by Waterman et al. (2010) with that of the 3-and 4-factor solutions proposed by Schutte et al. (2013) and including, or not, a global overarching eudaimonic wellbeing factor. Following the guidelines proposed by Morin, Arens, et al. (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; Morin, Arens, & Tran et al., 2016) , we contrasted alternative representations of the QEWB: (a) a one factor-model, (b) 3-and 4-factor CFA and ESEM models; and (c) bifactor-CFA and bifactor-ESEM models including 3-4 specific factors and one global factor (see Fig. 1 ).
Method

Participants
A convenience sample of 438 Italian students attending the final year of high school (233 males and 205 females, M age = 18.5, SD = 0.83) was recruited. Each student received a parental consent form, with information about the study. We used an opt-out method, so that only parents not interested would have to return back the signed form within one week after receiving it. On the testing date, this was supplemented by an active consent from the students. The response rate was 98%. The participants anonymously completed a battery of questionnaires in group sessions. Confidentiality was guaranteed. All test sessions took place during students' regular school time and took around 30 min.
Measures
All participants completed an Italian version of the QEWB (Waterman et al., 2010) developed for purposes of the present study following classical translation-back translation procedures (Gudmundsson, 2009) .Two independent Italian translations were obtained from bilingual translators and then compared to one another and to the original version by the translators and members of the research team to solve discrepancies. The final version was then backtranslated into English by a new independent bilingual translator. Comparison of the original and back-translated English versions revealed no further discrepancies. The Italian version is available in the online supplements (see Appendix C). Like the original QEWB, this version includes 21 items, including 7 negatively-worded items. In the present study we used a 6-point Likert response scale (from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = completely agree) to avoid the possibility to pick a neutral value on the scale and to have a more adequate approximation of the underlying continuity of the response process, which is an assumption of Maximum Likelihood estimation (Finney & DiStefano, 2013) .
Participants also completed the Italian version of the SWLS (Pavot & Diener, 1993) . The SWLS includes five items rated on a 6-point Likerttype scale. Cronbach's alpha for SWLS in our sample was 0.80. Finally, participants completed the validated Italian version (Prezza, Trombaccia, & Armento, 1997 ) of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Inventory (RSEI; Rosenberg, 1965) , which includes 10 items rated on a 4-point response scale. In this sample, Cronbach's alpha was 0.90.
Analyses
All models were estimated using Mplus 7.3 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998 -2014 robust maximum likelihood (MLR) estimator and Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) procedures to handle the limited amount of missing data present at the item level (0.2% to 2.3%, M = 0.9%). Students' responses to the QEWB were first modelled using a single factor model, before moving to the four alternative models proposed by Morin, Arens et al. (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; Morin, Arens, & Tran et al., 2016; Morin, Boudrias, Marsh, & McInerney et al., 2016) : CFA, bifactor-CFA, ESEM, and bifactor-ESEM).
1 For each of these models, the 3-and 4-factor (or specific factors for bifactor models) solutions proposed by Schutte et al. (2013) were contrasted (see Appendix B). Lastly, the correlations between the QEWB, SWLS and RSE were examined within a latent model based on the final retained solution.
The following goodness-of-fit indexes were examined: the chisquare (χ 2 ) test of exact fit, the comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) with its 90% confidence interval. According to typical interpretation guidelines (Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004) , values N 0.90 and 0.95 for the CFI and TLI are considered to be indicative of adequate and excellent fit to the data, respectively, whereas values smaller than 0.08 or 0.06 for the RMSEA support acceptable and excellent model fit, respectively. For model comparisons, the following guidelines were used (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002) : A change in CFI of 0.01 or less and a change in 1 In all analyses, a correlation between the uniquenesses of items 9 and 16 was included based on wording content and modification indices.
RMSEA of 0.015 or less between two models indicate that the most parsimonious model should be retained. As recommended by Morin, Arens et al. Morin, Arens, & Tran et al., 2016) we also report model-based omega coefficients of composite reliability (McDonald, 1970) 
2 + Σδ ii ) where λ i are the factor loadings and δ ii the error variances.
Results
The goodness-of-fit results of the alternative models are reported in Table 1 . These results reveal that none of the CFA, or bifactor-CFA, solutions are able to achieve a minimally acceptable level of fit to the data according to both the CFI and TLI (≤0.900). Importantly, the unidimensional structure clearly resulted in the worst level of fit to the data out of all of the alternative solutions considered here. These results thus support the need to take into account a first source of construct-relevant multidimensionality due to the conceptually-related nature of the various dimensions covered in the QEWB through the reliance on an ESEM representation of the data. Interestingly, both the ESEM, and bifactor-ESEM solutions provided acceptable levels of fit to the data (CFI/TLI ≥0.900; RMSEA ≤0.060).
However, as noted above, each of these models is able to absorb unmodeled sources of construct-relevant multidimensionality through an inflation of specific parameter estimates (Asparouhov, Muthén, & Morin, 2015; Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016) . For this reason, Morin, Arens, and Marsh (2016) reinforce the importance of relying on a close examination of parameter estimates and theoretical conformity in order to select the best alternative given that goodness-of-fit assessment is sometimes insufficient to differentiate among equally fitting models. The detailed parameter estimates from the ESEM solution are thus reported in Table 2 , while those from the bifactor-ESEM solution are reported in Table 3 .
Starting with the ESEM model, it is noteworthy that the 4-factor solution resulted in a substantially improved level of fit to the data relative to the 3-factor solution according to both the ΔCFI (+0.030) and ΔTLI (+0.032). However, the parameter estimates from this model, reported in Table 2 , reveal one mostly "empty" Living from Beliefs factor defined by a single item (item 8) characterized by a factor loading N 0.300. Thus, from a substantive perspective, the 3-factor solution appeared to provide a more accurate depiction of participants' responses to the QEWB. Unfortunately, this solution failed to achieve a proper level of fit to the data based on the TLI. Interestingly, the multiple cross-loadings present in both ESEM solutions clearly suggest the presence of a global overarching factor and the need to rely on a bifactor-ESEM representation of the data. Interestingly, in the bifactor-ESEM solutions, adding a fourth S-factor only resulted in a minimal increase in fit (ΔCFI = + 0.010 but ΔTLI = + 0.006 and ΔRMSEA = − 0.001). Furthermore, the parameter estimates from these models, reported in Table 3, again show that adding a fourth S-factor also revealed the presence of an almost empty (save for item 8) Living from Beliefs S-factor. The high factor loading associated with item 8 suggests that this item appears to retain some meaningful specificity related to Purposeful Personal Expressiveness, and thus that it might bring some added clinical value to the results. Taken together, these results support the superiority of the bifactor-ESEM solution including 3 S-factors.
The bifactor-ESEM solution reveals the presence of a G-factor that is relatively well defined by a majority of items (|λ| = 0.01 to 0.64, M = 0.37, ω = 0.97). Only items 3, 7 and 10 presented weak factor loadings (≤0.200) on the G-factor. Regarding item 3, the results suggest that this item seems to be mainly associated with the Living from Belief S-factor. In contrast, items 3 and 10 present weak loadings on all factors, suggesting that these items need to be reviewed. When examining the bifactor-ESEM solution, it is important to keep in mind that factor loadings generally tend to be smaller in magnitude in a bifactor solution given the fact that each item has to be associated with two substantive factors (the G-factor, and one S-factor). As expected, most of the elevated cross-loadings from the ESEM solution are substantially reduced in magnitude when the G-factor was taken into account. Looking at the S-factors, the Sense of Purpose S-factor is relatively well-defined by most items (|λ| = 0.22 to 0.70, M = 0.54, ω = 0.90), as well as, to a lesser extent, the Effortful Engagement S-factor (|λ | = 0.25 to 0.51, M = 0.39, ω = 0.73), suggesting that these two S-factors retain some level of meaningful specificity over and above that explained by the G-Factor. It should be noted that the Effortful Engagement S-factor includes only reversed items (Schutte et al., 2013) .
2 In contrast, the Purposeful Personal Expressiveness (|λ| = 0.02 to 0.67, M = 0.18, ω = 0.12) S-factor appears to retain almost no specificity once the variance explained by the G-factor is taken into account, arguing against the added-value of this dimension. Thus, this factor mainly serve to control for the limited level of residual covariance present in these items once the G-factor is taken into account.
Criterion-related validity
Latent CFA factors representing the satisfaction with life and self-esteem were added to the final bifactor-ESEM solution (χ 2 = 837.733, df The S-factors representing subscales did not correlate with the SWLS or the RSEI. This result suggests that the key determinant of participants' levels of life satisfaction and self-esteem is their global levels of eudaimonic wellbeing and that the specific factors representing participants' Sense of Purposes, Effortful Engagement and Purposeful Personal Expressiveness over and above this global factor did not explain additional variance in SWLS and RSEI ratings.
Discussion
The QWEB was designed as a unidimensional measure of eudaimonic wellbeing (Waterman et al., 2010) . Nonetheless, research evidence supports its multidimensionality, although the exact multidimensional structure of this instrument remains unclear (Schutte et al., 2013) . For this reason, the present study aimed to further examine the factor structure of the QWEB using the overarching bifactor-ESEM To take into account the methodological artifact due to the negatively-worded items, this model was re-estimated including a priori correlated uniquenesses among to negatively-worded items (Marsh, Scalas, & Nagengast, 2010) . The results from this model were essentially identical to those from the model without this methodological control, suggesting that this control was not necessary. framework (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; Morin, Arens, & Tran et al., 2016) . Previous studies on the QEWB suggest the presence of construct-relevant psychometric multidimensionality in responses to this instrument. Indeed, Waterman et al. (2010) built the QEWB as a unidimensional measure of a single overarching construct (i.e., eudaimonic wellbeing) from items that were written so as to tap into various dimensions (e.g., self-discovery, sense of purpose in life). Therefore, items of the QEWB are likely to reflect at least two sources of truescore variance, reflecting both this overarching construct and the more specific dimensions. Moreover, the presence of many cross-loadings identified by Schutte et al. (2013) is indicative of the fact that QEWB items present some degree of valid association with more than one construct covered in the instrument, in addition to supporting the idea that the presence of an unmodelled global overarching construct might explain some of these cross-loadings (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016) .
Our results show that the QWEB does not have a simple unidimensional structure, as argued by Waterman et al. (2010) . Following Morin, Arens, et al. (Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016; Morin, Arens, & Tran et al., 2016) 's recommendations, we contrasted alternative representations of the QEWB (CFA, ESEM, bifactor CFA and bifactor ESEM) to test the sources of construct-relevant multidimensionality potentially present in this instrument. Our results provided clear evidence that both sources were present in the QEWB. Indeed, QEWB items were found to reflect a combination of one global overarching eudaimonic wellbeing construct, coupled with a variety of more specific dimensions themselves characterized by cross-loadings. Thus, even though the QWEB was designed to be unidimensional, our results show that part of the variance not explained by the G-factor is still meaningful from a substantive point of view. In other words, this shows that, over and above a global construct of eudaimonic wellbeing, specific components remain strong and relevant in their own right. Therefore, our results support recent findings on wellbeing in the workplace Morin, Boudrias, Marsh, & McInerney et al., 2016) showing that a global overarching wellbeing construct co-existed with more specific components of psychological wellbeing at work.
In a bifactor (CFA or ESEM) model, it is important to keep in mind that the G-factor captures the variance that is shared across all items present in the questionnaire, and thus provides a direct estimate of participants' global levels of eudaimonic wellbeing. In contrast, the S-factors reflect the variance left unexplained by this global construct that is shared among the various indicators associated with the specific dimensions. In the present study, these S-factors can be interpreted to reflect specific features associated with participants' personal growth and fulfillment that remain independent from their more global, or "holistic" levels of eudaimonic wellbeing. In the present study, these specific features thus appear to reflect the extent to which participants felt that their lives had a Sense of Purpose and were characterized by some level of Effortful Engagement in life's activities.
More precisely, the Sense of Purpose subscale reflects ratings on items related to self-knowledge and having a sense of life purpose that are typically considered to be an integral part of eudaimonic wellbeing (Ryff, 1989; Steger, Frazier, Oishi, & Kaler, 2006) . The Effortful Engagement reflects a willingness to invest efforts in life's activities, even when they prove difficult or challenging, and to assume responsibility for one's life direction. As Schutte et al. (2013) stated, the content of this factor resonates with the constructs of flow and optimal experience (Nakamura & Csikszentmihalyi, 2009) , which involve the experience of complete absorption in the present moment when attention is fully invested in the task at hand, a state of deep engagement and concentration where challenges and skills meet. In the present study, our results support the idea that ratings on the items forming these two dimensions provided a reflection of participants' global levels of eudaimonic wellbeing, but also revealed that they also tapped into meaningful specificities that went beyond the simple measure of eudaimonic wellbeing.
In contrast, ratings on the items forming the Purposeful Personal Expressiveness subscale appeared to retain no meaningful specificity once participants' global levels of eudaimonic wellbeing where taken into account. This is not uncommon for bifactor models. For example, Morin, Boudrias, Marsh, and McInerney et al. (2016) also recently found some weak S-factors associated to specific dimensions of eudaimonic wellbeing in the workplace. As Morin, Arens, and Marsh (2016) stated, it is not critical for all factors to be equally well-defined, a true bifactor representation should typically result in at least some well-defined factors. Otherwise, a single-factor model should be seriously considered. Undefined factors should simply not be interpreted as having a substantive meaning. This does not mean that these items (and subscales) do not tap into a key component of eudaimonic wellbeing, as suggested by Schutte et al. (2013) . Rather, our results simply suggest that these items only serve to reflect participants' global levels of eudaimonic wellbeing and do not retain any meaningful specificity once the variance explained by these global levels is taken into account. When we look at the specific content of the items associated with the Purposeful Personal Expressiveness subscale, we note that they reflect participants' full and active engagement in meaningful activities. According to Schutte et al. (2013) , this factor is intimately related to intrinsic motivation (Ryan, Huta, & Deci, 2008) as well as to a virtue ethics perspective on eudaimonia (Fowers, 2012) . As such, it is perhaps not so surprising to observe that these items almost exclusively provide an assessment of participants global levels of eudaimonic wellbeing in an instrument specifically developed to tap into a more philosophical representation of eudaimonia.
Taken together, these outcomes suggest that eudaimonic wellbeing is a multidimensional construct characterized by a global component, but also some specific aspects, which can be both captured and measured by the QEWB.
To better document the meaningfulness of the various factors retained in our final bifactor-ESEM solution, we examined the criterion-related validity. The global eudaimonic wellbeing construct, was found to significantly relate to measures of hedonia and self-esteem. Therefore, as shown in previous studies, a person with a positive eudaimonic functioning has a good perception of him/her self and of the quality of his/her life. In contrast, the S-factors did not present statistically significant correlations with both criterion-related measures. This result is not surprising for the Purposeful Personal Expressiveness S-factor which, was found to retain no meaningful specificity once participants' global levels of eudaimonic wellbeing was taken into account. Still, this observation appears to call into question the criterion-related validity of the Sense of Purpose and Effortful Engagement S-factors. However, it is important to keep in mind that the criterion-related variables were selected on the basis of their expected relations with the construct of eudaimonic wellbeing, whereas the S-factors representing these subscales are explicitly disaggregated from the variance already explained by the global eudaimonic wellbeing construct. Therefore, it would be interesting for future studies to re-assess the criterion-related validity of these two specific factors by focusing on more cognitive measures of participants' assessment of their lives' meaningfulness, as well as on more cognitive or behavioral measures of participants' engagement, commitment, or willingness to invest efforts in a variety of activities.
Conclusions
The present study supports the multidimensional nature of Eudemonic Wellbeing among young adolescents and help to reconcile the contrasting results from Waterman et al.'s (2010) and Schutte et al.'s (2013) studies. Still, further research is necessary to see how the current results generalize to older samples more directly comparable to those used in these previous studies.
Finally, although this was not a key objective of the present study, it is important to note that our results support the psychometric properties of the newly developed Italian version of the QEWB. Even though a global dimension of eudaimonic wellbeing exists (the Gfactor), and shows an adequate criterion-related validity, the QEWB cannot be simplistically considered to be a unidimensional measure, as it also taps into meaningful specific dimensions that cannot adequately be explained by global levels of eudaimonic wellbeing. These results strongly suggest the reliance on latent variable methodologies for research purposes, as these methodologies provide a way to explicitly account for this multidimensionality as illustrated in this article. For practice, beyond the global construct of eudaimonic wellbeing only the subscales that have strong factor loadings (Sense of Purpose and Effortful Engagement) should be considered.
